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LAKESHORE MANAGEMENT PERMIT PROCESS STUDY 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Lakeshore Managanent Fee Study conducted i n  1986 i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  
admin i s t r a t ive  c o s t s  of  opera t ing  t h e  Corps o f  Engineers lakeshore managanent 
permit prcgram. Reccgnizing t h a t  implanentation of t h e  new f e e  s y s t a n  w i l l  b e  
c o n t r o v e r s i a l ,  a  t a s k  f o r c e  was assembled i n  May 1987 t o  examine t h e  
cmponents  of  t h e  permi t t ing  process. The t a s k  f o r c e  was charged with 
iden t i fy ing  s p e c i f i c  component c o s t s ,  recomnending ways- t h a t  t h e  permi t t ing  
prcgram could b e  made more e f f i c i e n t  a rd  e c o n m i c a l ,  a rd  exploring l e g a l  and 
publ ic  p o l i c y  arguments t h a t  could b e  used t o  defend it. 

Af te r  analyzing t h e  cmponents  o f  t h e  permit process,  it was concluded 
t h a t  a l l  e leven o f  t h e  permit components a r e  e s s e n t i a l  and a r e  being performed 
i n  an e f f i c i e n t  and e c o n m i c a l  manner. The survey r e s u l t s  a l s o  i r d i c a t e  t h a t  
a  g r e a t e r  percentage (73%) of t h e  c o s t s  a r e  incurred dur ing t h e  f i r s t  year  of 
t h e  permit than was est imated i n  t h e  1986 r e p o r t  (60%). Costs  of t h e  permit 
process  were adjus ted  using t h e  OME3 1987 E f f e c t i v e  Rate and d i s t r i c t  and 
d i v i s i o n  support  c o s t s  f o r  t h e  program. 

A f i v e  year  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t y  permit  f e e  o f  $490 is recommended and a f i v e  
year  v e g e t a t i v e  modif ica t ion  permit f e e  o f  $245 is r e c m e n d e d .  Also 
recommend all lakeshore use permits b e  issued f o r  a  f i v e  year  period and where 
a person p r e s e n t l y  has  both a f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t y  permit and a vege ta t ive  
modif ica t ion  permit  t h a t  a  combined prmit b e  issued. 
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T h i s  r e p o r t  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  components o f  process ing  a l akeshore  u s e  permit 
a r d  p rov ides  a breakdown o f  t h e  e s t i m a t d  average  c o s t  o f  process ing  each 
component o f  a t y p i c a l  l akeshore  use  permit .  I t  a l s o  a n a l y z e s  t h e  need and 
purpose f o r  each  canponent of  t h e  permi t  p r o c e s s  ard d i s c u s s e s  p o s s i b l e  ways 
t o  reduce t h e s e  c o s t s .  

B. Background. 

Between June  a rd  Decanber 1986 a s p e c i a l  t a s k  f o r c e  committee compiled 
l a k e s h o r e  managment  d a t a  a r d  formulated a r e p o r t  t i t l e d  "Lakeshore Maqagment 
Fee Study". Th i s  s t u d y  covered a l l  a s p e c t s  o f  how Corps f i e l d  o f f i c e s  are 
process ing  l a k e s h o r e  managment pe rmi t s  ard es t ima ted  t h e  a d n i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t s  
o f  t h e  l akeshore  managment  program. (See e x e c u t i v e  s m a r y  a t  Appendix A) . 
In  A p r i l  1987, t h e  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  o f  t h e  Army approved t h e  s tudy  a d  
asked f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  in format ion  t h a t  would make t h e  proposed increased  permi t  
f e e  more d e f e n s i b l e .  (See Apperd i x  B) . 
C. Purpose. 

The purpose o f  t h i s  s t u d y  is t o  review t h e  components o f  t h e  p e r n i t t i n g  
an3 inspec t ion  program t o  i n s u r e  it is being accomplished most e f f i c i e n t l y  and 
is d e f e n s i b l e .  

D. Objec t ive .  

The o b j e c t i v e  is t o  provide  an  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  components o f  t h e  
program, which i n c l u d e s  an  average  e s t ima ted  c o s t  per  permi t  o f  each  
canponent ,  o p t i o n s  and recommendations regard ing  changes t o  reduce  t h e  c o s t s ,  
and l e g a l  o r  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  arguments suppor t ing  t h e  need f o r  t h e  canponent.  

E. Lakeshore Use Permit  Component ~ e f i n i t i o n s .  - 
1. Task # l .  I n q u i r y  - Thi s  is u s u a l l y  t h e  f i r s t  s t e p  i n  t h e  p r n i t  

process .  Th i s  s t e p  may involve  a v a r i e t y  of  c o n t a c t s  inc luding  
phone ca l l ,  formal letter,  o f f i c e  walk-in, informal  c o n t a c t ,  etc. 
Th i s  s t e p  may a l s o  involve i n q u i r i e s  t h a t  r e q u i r e  meet ings  wi th  
r e a l  e s t a t e  deve lope r s ,  l a k e  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  o t h e r  Federa l  and S t a t e  
agenc ie s  and l o c a l  groups ,  a l l  of  which a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  
p r m i t  program. I t  should be noted t h a t  many o f  t h e s e  i n i t i a l  
i n q u i r i e s  do  no t  r e s u l t  i n  a permi t  being p r o c c s s d  o r  i s s u d .  



2. Task #2. Investigation - This requires  the  project  s t a f f  t o  review 
a l l  known records and rela ted da ta  t o  determine the  appropriate 
location of the  requested permit. This process may include, 
review ard update of records, review of previous correspondence, 
review of lakeshore managenent plan and maps, review of general 
shorel ine conditions such a s  water depth, windfetch, cu l tu ra l  and 
h i s to r i ca l  sites, cove s i ze ,  s o i l  c o d  i t i ons ,  topography, and 
special  env ironnental features.  

3. Task #3. Schedule Appointment - Providing t h a t  Tasks 1 and 2 have 
progressed favorably, t he  prospective permittee is c o n t a c t d ,  
usually by telephone, t o  set up an on-site meeting. 

4. Task #4. Meet on S i t e  - Here the pro jec t  ranger and prospective 
7- 

permit appl lcant  m e e t  a t  the  proposed f ac i l i t y / ac t iv i ty  site t o  
physically check ex is t ing  c o d  i t ions .  A t  t h i s  meeting, Corps 
policy, T i t l e  36 and t h e  lakeshore managenent plan a r e  usually 
discussed. S i t e  cordi t ions  a r e  recorded and al l  permit conditions 
a r e  exp la ind .  The most su i tab le  site is staked ( f o r  vegetative 
modification permits, t h e  l i m i t s  a r e  defined).  The applicant is 
advised to  f i l l -ou t  a permit request (ENG Form 4264-R) , and s u h i t  
a set of appropriate plans and specif icat ions  for the  f a c i l i t y .  
Extensive t r ave l  t i m e  may be involved i n  canpleting t h i s  task. I f  
the  on-site meeting reveals the  site - not corducive to  the  
requested ac t iv i ty ,  t he  applicant is so advised and no fur ther  
act ion is taken. 

5. Task #5. Receive Applications - and Review Plans and Specif icat ions  - -- 
Assuming the  on-site meeting was successful ,  t h e  applicants formal 
appl icat ion for  a permit ard plans ard specif icat ions  a r e  received 
along with the check o r  money order,  a t  the  project  o f f ice .  These 
s u h i t t a l s  a r e  c losely reviewed for  canpleteness and accuracy to  
insure the  applicant w i l l  perform or  build the  proposed a c t i v i t y  
or  f a c i l i t y .  These plans a r e  reviewed t o  t o  insure the 
a c t i v i t y / f a c i l i t y  w i l l  be o • ’  proper s ize ,  be  b u i l t  with s a fe  
building mater ia ls ,  be in  canpliance with t h e  National E lec t r ica l  
Code, and m e e t  proper s t ruc tura l  s tardards ,  etc. This act ion 
insures t h e  canpleted ac t iv i ty / f ac i l i t y  w i l l  not pose a health or 
sa fe ty  hazard to  the  owner or  other lake v i s i t o r s .  

6. Task #6. Letter t o  ~ p p l i c a n t  - This s t e p  involves project  s t a f f  
preparation a T e t t e r  advising the  appl icant  of any addi t ional  
needed information or  in  most cases,  approving the  request for a 
permit. The letter serves a s  f ina l  approval of t h e  plans and 
advises the  applicant to  proceed with the ac t iv i ty .  In some 
cases,  the  appl icat ion is denied ard t h e  reasons a r e  explained by 
the project  manager in the l e t t e r .  The applicant may o r  may not 
reapply a t  a l a t e r  da te  a f t e r  the  problans a r e  resolved. 



7. Task #7. - post Inspection - When the f a c i l i t y  o r  a c t i v i t y  has been 
canpleted, project  personnel t rave l  t o  the site t o  inspect the  
a c t i v i  ty/fac il i t y  f o r  c m p l  iance with pr ior  approval plans. The 
f ac i l i t y / ac t iv i ty  must be physically inspected so it does not pose 
a  heal th  or  safety problan to  the lake v i s i to r .  Should a  
deficiency be  f o u d ,  the applicant is advised of what n e d s  t o  be  
corrected and a  r e inspec t ion  is scheduled. 

8. Task #8. Approve and   ail permit - Upon a  sa t i s fac tory  "Post 
Inspection," the  project s t a f f  mails the applicant a  copy of the 
approved permit. This permit a l so  iden t i f i e s  the  expiration date.  

9. Task #9. Place Permit -- "Tag" on F a c i l i t y  - After the approved permit 
is mailed t o  the applicant,  a  nunbered "tag" is placed on the 
f ac i l i t y / ac t iv i ty  in order for  the Corps t o  ident i fy  tha t  specif ic  
permitted f ac i l i t y .  This may involve t ravel  to  the  site ard 
physically attaching the tag t o  the s t ruc ture  o r  vegatative 
modification sign. Without t h e  numbered tag,  it would be 
impossible to  ident i fy  the f ac i l i t y / ac t iv i ty  and permittee. 

10. Task #lo. Routine Inspection - After the  f i r s t  year the  permit is in  
e f f e c t ,  the  f ac i l i t y / ac t iv i ty  must be inspected once a  year. This 
annual inspection is necessary t o  insure wind/wave action or flood 
a d  storm e f f e c t s  on the  s t ruc ture  have not created a  safety 
hazard to  the owner or  other lake v i s i to r s .  The project  ranger 
v i s i t s  the  site to  physically inspect the  s t ruc ture  for canpliance 
with permit cordit ions.  men  def ic iencies  a r e  found, the  
permittee is formally n o t i f i d  and given a  timeframe in which t o  
make correction. The ranger must then r e i n s p e c t  the  
ac t iv i ty / f ac i l i t y  t o  insure t h a t  corrections have been made. 

11. Task #11. Cancel/Reissue permit - The approved permit can be 
cancelled for  a  var ie ty  of reasons including , no-canpliance with 
permit cordi t ions,  s a l e  of s t ruc ture ,  death of permittee, o r  a t  
t he  request of the permittee. The process involves appropriate 
correspordence and f i l e s  update. Reissued permits a r e  usually 
given for  a  f ac i l i t y / ac t iv i ty  where the  property has changed 
owners. This action involves appropriate correspordence with the 
new owner/permitte. Many of t he  above tasks a r e  usually 
performed, including a  routine inspection, before a  new p r m i t  is 
reissued for an exis t ing fac i l i ty /ac t iv i ty .  

F. Survey Results and Findings - 
1. Percent - of Projects  Which Perform Each Component. - 

a. The f i r s t  i t en  the  task force examined was the  frequency by which 
a  project  performed the eleven ident i f ied components o r  tasks of t h e  
permitting process. These r e su l t s  a r e  contained in the table  1. 



Tab le  1 -- 
% of  P r o j e c t s  W i c h  
Perform t h i s  Component - 

Inqui ry  
I n v e s t i g a t i o n  
S c h d u l e  Appointment 
Meet On-S i te 
Receive Appl i ca  t ion and 

Review P l a n s  and Specs 
L e t t e r  t o  Appl i c a n t  
Pos t  Inspec t i o n  
Approve a r d  Mail Penn i t  
P l ace  Permit  Tag on 

F a c i l  i t y / A c t i v i t y  
P e r f o m  Routine Inspec t ions  
Cancel/Re-issue Permit  

b. Th i s  d a t a  s e r v e s  t o  i r d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  e leven  i d e n t i f  id t a s k s  o r  
components d o  i n  f a c t  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  " l i f e  cyc le"  o r  term o f  t h e  average  
penni t .  Seve ra l  p r o j e c t s  i d e n t i f i e d  a d d i t i o n a l  tasks.  Af ter c l o s e r  
examinat ion,  a l l  a d d i t i o n a l  i d e n t i f i e d  t a s k s  e r e  a c t u a l l y  p a r t  o f  one  o r  inore 
o f  t h e  e leven  g iven  t a sks .  

2. Average Number of  Minutes Spent  Performing Each Component. An average  
number o f  minutes  was c c p u t d  f o r  each  component be ing  perform&. R e s u l t s  - - - - 

a r e  found i n  Table  2. 

Table 2 -- 
Average No, o f  Minutes 

Component t o  Perform Component - 
Inqui ry  118* 
I n v e s t i g a t i o n  3 4 
Schedule Appointment 9 
Meet On-Site 72 
Receive Appl i c a  t ion a rd  Review 

P l a n s  and Specs 38 
L e t t e r  t o  Appl icant  33 
Pos t  Inspec t i o n  72 
Approve a r d  Mail permit  20 
P l a c e  permi t  Tag on 

Fac i l  i ty/Ac t i v  i t y  18  
10. Perform ~ o u t i n e  Inspec t ions  104 
11. Cancel/Reissue Permit  5 1  

To ta l  minutes  

* Thi s  i nc ludes  time s p e n t  on i n q u i r i e s  t h a t  f a i l &  t o  l ead  t o  t h o  i s suance  of  
a  perinit.. 



3. 

r e s u l t s  

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 

Percent  of T i m e  t o  Perform Each Component. --- - 
a. When d a t a  in Table 2 is expressed i n  percentages, t h e  following 
a r e  obtained. 

Component 

Table 

Inquiry 
Inves t iga t ion  
Schedule Appoinbent  
Meet On-Site 
R e c e  ive  Appl ica  t ion ard Review 

Plans  and Specs 
L e t t e r  t o  Applicant 
Post Inspection 
Approve ard  Mail Permit 
Place  Permit Tag on 

Fac i l i ty /Ac t iv i ty  
Perform Routine Inspect ions  
Cancel/Reissue Permit 

3 - 
% of Time t o  

Perform Component 

3% 
18 % 

9% - 
Tota l  100% 

b. The t a s k  f o r c e  looked a t  each i r d i v i d u a l  canponents' d e f i n i t i o n  - 
and c o n c l u d d  t h a t ,  with some exceptions,  canponents one through n ine  a r e  
normally performed dur ing t h e  f i r s t  year of  t h e  term of t h e  permit while 
canponents t e n  and eleven a r e  performed during years  two through f ive .  The 
percentage of  time required  t o  pperform canponents one through nine  is 73% 
while components t e n  and eleven requ i re  approximately 27% of t h e  t i m e .  

G. Estimated Average Cost  of Each Component. --- 
1. Estimated Component Cost  Based on Survey Results .  By applying t h e  --- 

percentage o f  time t o  perform each canponent t o  t h e  $480 per f i v e  year permit 
c o s t  which was i d e n t i f i e d  in t h e  June-Decenber 1986 Lakeshore Managenent Fee 
Study, an est imated canponent c o s t  can b e  c a l c u l a t d .  These c o s t s  a r e  shown 
i n  Table 4. 



Table 4 -- 
Vegetative 

Floating F a c i l i t y  Modification 
Component Cost Component - Cost 

1. Inquiry 
2. Invest igat ion 
3. Schedule Appointment 
4. Meet On-Si te 
5. Receive Application a d  Review 

Plans and Specs 
6. Letter t o  Applicant 
7. Post Inspection 
8. Approve and M a i l  Permit 
9. Place Permit Tag on 

Fac i l i ty /Act iv i ty  
10. Perform Routine Inspections 
11. Cancel/Reissue Permit 

Total  

2. Estimated Administrat ive - Cost per Year A s  explained e a r l i e r ,  
I approximately, 73% of  t h e  permit processing time is spent performing 

canponents one through n ine  during t h e  f i r s t  year of a f i v e  year permit. 
Canponents ten  and eleven occupy approximately 27% of t h e  time ard a r e  
performed during years  two through f ive .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  t h e  adminis t ra t ive  c o s t  
per year should be  changed •’ran t h e  e a r l i e r  Lakeshore Managanent Fee Study 
Report t o  more accura te ly  r e f l e c t  t he  t r u e  adminis t ra t ive  cos t .  Applying t he  
new percentages t o  t h e  previously approved $48O/f i v e  year f l oa t i ng  f a c i l i t y  
permit r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  following cos t s .  

-73 X $480.00 = $350.40 - Rourded up t o  $360.00 (1st year)  

.27 X $480.00 = $129.60 - Remaining term o r  $32.40 per year - Round t o  $30 per 
year 

The revised f e e  schedule, with a s l i g h t  adjustment made f o r  rounding and ease 
of  co l l e c t i on  is shown i n  Table 5. 

Table 5 -- 
Type of Pemit year 1 ~ e a r  2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Tota l  - _  -- -- - -- ___. 

Float ing F a c i l i t y  $360 $3 0 $30 $30 $30 $4 80 

vege ta t ive  Modification $180 $15 $1 5 $1 5 $15 $240 



3. E f f e c t i v e  Rate ~ e v i s i o n  - 
a. The 1986 Lakeshore Managanent Fee Study used t h e  1986 OMB 

e f f e c t i v e  rate. I n  o rde r  t o  p rope r ly  ana lyze  t h e  a d n i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t s  of  t h e  
permit process ,  t h e  1987 Om e f f e c t i v e  r a t e  was obtained.  Table  6 canpares  
t h e  two r a t e s .  

Table 6 -- 
1986 Rate 
27.90%ivil Se rv ice  Re t i r enen t  ard  isa ability 

4.70% Health and L i f e  Insurance 
1.45% Medicare 

1987 R a t e  -- 
21.70% 
4.70% 
1.45% 

1.80% Other  (Workman's d i s a b i l i t y ,  unemployment, awards, etc.) 1.80% 
35.85% To ta l s  29.65% 

b. The 1987 OME3 e f f e c t i v e  rate was app l i ed  to  t h e  f i e l d  o f f i c e  base  
labor, t h u s  reducing it by $120,954 per year.  This  lowered t h e  t o t a l  f i e l d  
o f f i c e  program c o s t  t o  $3,484,806. Including the 1987 e f f e c t i v e  rate r e s u l t s  
i n  a r d u c t i o n  o f  $30 f o r  a five-year permit. 

4. -- Cost  of Liv ing  Raise - 1987. In January 1987, Federa l  enployees 
1.-. 

rece ived  a 3% c o s t  o f  l i v i n g  raise. Applying t h e  3% raise t o  t h e  f i e l d  o f f i c e  
base  l a b o r  would r e s u l t  i n  a $1.50 inc rease  i n  t h e  c o s t  o f  a l akeshore  use 
permit  pe r  year.  This  was considered n e g l i g i b l e  ard was n o t  included i n  t h e  
f i n a l  f e e  recommendation. 

5. D i s t r i c t / D i v i s i o n  Off ice Support. 

a. The 1986 Lakeshore Managgnent Fee Study d i d  no t  t a k e  i n t o  
cons ide ra t ion  t h e  c o s t s  incurred  by d i s t r i c t  ard d i v i s i o n  o f f i c e s  i n  
suppor t ing  t h e  f i e l d  o f f i c e  l akeshore  managenent a c t i v i t i e s .  P a r t  I11 o f  t h e  
1987 survey asked f o r  d a t a  from both  d i s t r i c t  and d i v i s i o n  o f f i c e s  where 
s i g n i f i c a n t  l akeshore  managenent a c t i v i t i e s  t ake  place.  Distr ict  o f f  ice 
l akeshore  managanent c o s t s  are i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Table  7 and d i v i s i o n  o f f i c e  c o s t s  
i n  Table  8. 

Table 7 -- 
~ i s t r i c t  Of f i ce  Base Labor 
1987 E f f e c t i v e  Rate (29.65%) 
Overhead 

Divis ion  Off ice  Base Labor 
1987 E f f e c t i v e  Rate (29.65%) 
Overhead 

$38,886/year 
To ta l  $215,978/year 

Table  8 -- 

Tota l  $60,936/year 



b. These two addi t ional  administrative cos t s  a r e  a d d d  to  t he  revised 
t o t a l  f i e l d  o f f i c e  progran cos t  (found in paragraph G.3) of $3,484,806 per 
year f o r  a new t o t a l  of $3,761,720 per year.  his new t o t a l  is $155,960 per 
year higher than t h e  t o t a l  per year cos t  found in t h e  1986 Lakeshore 
Managenent Fee Study. Table 9 shows the  revised fee  schedule for  t he  
types of f i ve  year lakeshore use permits taking in to  consideration the  1987 
CElB e f f ec t ive  r a t e  and d i s t r i c t / d iv i s ion  o f f i c e  support costs.  

Table 9 -- 
Type of Permit Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total  -- -- -- -- -- - 
FloatTng Fac i l i t y  $3 70 $30 $30 $30 $30 $4 90 
Vegetative Modification $185 $1 5 $1 5 $1 5 $15 $245 

Fee - Schedule Recomnendations. 

a. After carefu l ly  analyzing each canpnen t  of t he  p r m i t t i n g  process 
and determining t h e  estimated average cos t  per permit of each canponent, the  
feee schedule i l l u s t r a t ed  in Table 9 is recommendd for  implenentation. 

b. Recannend up f ron t  payment of t he  f u l l  fee  annual adnin is t ra t ive  
cos t s  fo r  years two through f i v e  a r e  $30 f o r  a f loa t ing  f a c i l i t y  permit and 
$15 for a vegetative modification permit. Adninistrative cos t s  of serding out  
annual b i l l s  and processing payments wu ld  exceed the  value r e c e i v d  . If  
annual payments a r e  not allowed ard approximately 75% of the  adnin is t ra t ive  
c o s t  occurs i n  the  f i r s t  year of t h e  p r m i t ,  recommend no discount for  up 
front.  I f  t he  t rue  adnin is t ra t ive  c o s t  to  the  Governnent for  the  permit 
process is $490/$245 fo r  5 years ,  then t h i s  amount needs t o  be collected.  

c. The Task Force concurs with the  Lakeshore Managanent Fee Study 
Cannittee that :  

H. Options - and 

Golden Age/Golden Access discount should not apply t o  
lakeshore use permits. 
Refunds should not be given during the f i r s t  o r  f i f t h  year of 
t he  permit. 
A l a t e  f e e  should be assessed. 
The new fee schedule should be implenented imnediately upon 
approval for  new permits and exis t ing permits should be phased 
in a s  they expire and a r e  reissued. 
Fees should not be assessed for  erosion control  s t ructures .  
This fee schedule should not apply t o  temporary duck blinds. 

Recomnendations - t o  Reduce Permit Costs 

1. In the  survey sent  t o  each project  with lakeshore management 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  a sect ion was set as ide  for  suggestions on how t o  streamline 
and/or reduce permit costs.  Each of the  tasks  and recomnerded changes a r e  
d i scussed be1 ow. 

a. Inquiry - Most project  managers s ta ted t h i s  was a very rout ine and 
bas ic  futxt ion where t h e  lakeshore managenent p r q r a n  is 
explained. One recommendation to  reduce cos t s  was to  accept 
requests or inquir ies  only 3 months out of the  year. This 
suggestion is not feasable s ince  the same nmber of inqui r ies  
would be received during the 3 month pericd ard would c rea t e  a 



huge backlog in processing t i m e .  This would a l so  r e s u l t  i n  very 
poor "custaner care." 

b. Investigation - A basic  function to  review records and determine 
preliminary f ea s ib i l i t y .  Many project  managers suggested the  use 
of canputerized data  to  speed t h i s  process. The task force noted 
tha t  several  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  cur ren t ly  using t h i s  type of da ta  
storage. Recanmend all pro jec t s  with more than 100 permits 
explore t he  use of canputer records. 

c. Meet on-site - This meeting be twen the applicant and the  Corps is 
the  s ing le  most important function i n  determining t h e  course of 
the  permit. No reconnnendations were r e c e i v d  to  streamline t h i s  
step. 

d. Receive and review appl icat ion and plans/specs. - Review of t he  
appl icat ion is e s sen t i a l  to  i s su re  a sa fe  f a c i l i t y  o r  act ivi ty .  A 
few pro jec t  managers suggested t h a t  plans be  c e r t i f i e d  by a 
1 i c e n s d  professional engineer o r  appropriate engineering firm. 
This p r o p s a l  has merit but t he  cos t  to  the  applicant would be 
very high and this serv ice  may not  be  avaai lable  a t  ranote lakes. 
Not reconnnerdd by the  task force. 

e. Letter t o  applicant - In most cases,  t h i s  is the  no t ice  to proceed 
with f a c i l i t y  o r  ac t iv i ty .  Sane managers recmmerdd using 
canputerized standardized letters. Many pro jec t s  r e p r t e d  t h i s  
proposal already in use. Recornnerd projects  with grea te r  than 100 
permits consider using canputer generated 1 e t t e r s . t o  the  
appl icant . 

f .  Post inspection - Ranger inspection of canpleted f a c i l i t y  o r  
ac t iv i ty .  One project  recmmerdd t h a t  the  appl icant  furnish a 
notorized s ta tanent  t h a t  the  f a c i l i t y  o r  a c t i v i t y  is canpleted 
according to  plans. This p r o p s a l  is not reconnnerded since t h e  
notorized s ta tanent  only s i g n i f i e s  t h a t  the  applicant did  s ign the  
statement and does - not gurantee t ha t  the  plans e r e  followed. 

g. Approve and mail permit - Approved permi t  s i g n d  by project  
manager and m a i l d  t o  permittee. No suggested changes. 

h. Place permit tag on f a c i l i t y  or a t  ac t iv i ty  -   his s t ep  is 
performd by only 65% of reporting projects.  Many managers 
suggested mailing the  approved permit form a d  the  permit tag to  
the  permittee. However, from the comments r e c e i v d ,  many pro jec t s  
a r e  cur ren t ly  doing this .  The proposal should be  made optional 
where workable and could be combined with e. above for  even more 
eff ic iency in t he  permit process. 

i. perform rout ine  inspection -   his is a health and safe ty  function 
to  insure t h a t  the  f a c i l i t y  o r  a c t i v i t y  does not present a hazard 
to  the owner o r  the v i s i t i n g  public. Wo d i s t r i c t s  suggested 
contracting t h i s  fumt ion  to  qual i f  id firms. FUthough they d id  

not e x p r i e n c e  the a n t i c i , ~  ted savings, both d i s t r i c t s  a r e  
experimenting with second year contracts.  



j. Cancel/re-issue permit - This is a rout ine function to  keep t h e  
f ac i l i t y / ac t iv i ty  under a val id  permit. Many managers recomnended 
t h a t  a l l  lakeshore managenent permits be issued fo r  a 5 year term. 
This action w i l l  reduce t h e  adnin is t ra t ive  cos t  of t he  prqram. 
Some managers suggested t h a t  the  f loat ing f a c i l i t y  permit and the 
vegetative modification p e r m i t  be canbined into  one permit. This 
act ion w i l l  a l so  save t i m e  in administering the  program. The 
permi t form should be  modif ied t o  make i t  more e a s i l y  urderstood 
by the permittee. Also recanmended is the  proposal to  have 
exis t ing permits expire in sequential years, approximately 20% 
each year fo r  5 years. This would eliminate the  problen of a l l  
permits expiring in the  same year thereby creat ing a more leve l  
administrative workload. Some pro jec t s  a r e  cur ren t ly  using t h i s  
systan bu t  a l l  p r o j e t s  should be  made aware of t h i s  option. One 
pro jec t  manager suggested t h a t  lakeshore use permits expire  by 
geographic area of t h e  lake thereby reducing t rave l  t o  many 
d i f f e r en t  areas  of t he  lake each month. This proposal has m e r i t  
and should b e  made optional t o  pro jec t s  where feasible.  

2. I t  appears, from the canments received suggesting changes t o  the 
permit process, t h a t  the  most s ign i f ican t  cos t  savings w i l l  be realized by 
converting t o  a f i ve  year term permit ard canbining boat dock and vegetative 
modification permits into  one permit. While other recamendations have been 
discussed and reviewed they have only limited appl icat ion due to  diverse  
project  s i t ua t ions  arid special/unique features.  

3. Copies of these suggestions should be  made available t o  a l l  p r o j c t s  
with lakeshore use permits, s o  they may u t i l i z e  some of the  d i f f e r en t  methods 
of saving time and administrative e f f o r t .  

I. Keeping t h e  Lakeshore Management Permit Fees Current. - - 

1. Concern was expressed by the  task force regarding t h e  need to  keep the  
lakeshore use permit fee  current.  I t  has been th i r teen  years s ince  the 
or ig ina l  fee was implenented and no c o s i  adjustment fac tors  have been 

- incorporated into  the  fee  schedule. Users a r e  now faced with a dramatic 
increase in the  fee. The adjustment period may prove t o  be  lengthy ard 
arduous. There a r e  several  options h i c h  should be considered for  keeping the 
f ee  current.  

Cost Tracking System - ~ h r o u g h  the  use of COEMIS, project ,  
d i s t r i c t  and d iv is ion  of f  ices could, through the use of special  
cost  keys, keep accurate cos t  da ta  for  use a t  a l a t t e r  da t e  for  
purposes of updating t h e  lakeshore managenent permit fee. There 
may he  res is tance to  such a cost-tracking system a t  the  f i e l d  and 
d i s t r i c t  l eve l s  due to  t h e  canplexity of COEMIS ard the  l a rge  
number of ex is t ing  cost-keys. This may increase costs .  

Pricing Irdex - Through the  use of one of the  appropriate pricing 
indicies ,  the  lakeshore managenent ,germit fee  could be u@ated a s  
frequently a s  d e s i r d .  Fran a public acceptance s t a r d p i n t ,  
fu ture  adjustments i n  the fee  might be more palatable  i f  they were 
t ied to  a p r ice  irdex. 



c. Specia l  Task Force - I t  is p o s s i b l e  that a s p e c i a l  t a sk  f o r c e  
might b e  convened in  approximately f i v e  yea r s  t o  re-examine t h e  
lakeshore managenent permit  f e e  again. D e n  i f  a COEMIS 
Cost-Tracking Systen o r  a Pr ic ing  Irdex is used, it may b e  
necessary t o  convene a s p e c i a l  t a s k  f o r c e  t o  formalize any changes 
i n  t h e  fees.  

2. Since  t h e  t a s k  f o r c e  wa.s n o t  asked to address  how t o  keep t h e  
lakeshore  manag anent use f e e  c u r r e n t ,  no r e c m e r d a  t i o n s  a r e  made. 



APPENDIX A 

LAKESHORE MANAGEMENT FEE STUDY 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The increased c o s t  of administering t h e  Lakeshore Managanent Program and 
t h e  naninal  f ees  f o r  permits,  which have remained unchanged s i n c e  1974, have 
been i d e n t i f i e d  a s  s i g n i f i c a n t  issues.  To address these  i s sues ,  a s tudy was 
conducted t o  re-evaluate fees  charged fo r  p r i v a t e  exclus ive  lakeshore use 
permits  and t o  a s s e s s  t h e  impact of  these  charges on t h e  publ ic ,  t h e  permittee 
and t h e  Federal Goverment. The purpose o f  t h e  s tudy is t o ;  (1) est imate  t h e  
annual a d n i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t ,  including werhead,  fo r  i ssuing p r i v a t e  lakeshore 
use permits  under t h e  Lakeshore Management Program and (2)  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a 
value  o f  t h e  a c t i v i t y  t o  t h e  permit tee  based on information obtained •’ran 
var ious  sources. 

While many sources  of information were reviewed, t h e  Corps Natural 
Resource Managanent System ( N W )  was t h e  primary source o f  d a t a  used t o  
i d e n t i f y  where lakeshore use permits  exis ted .  Other publ ic  agencies and 
p r i v a t e  e n t i  ties were surveyed t o  determine i f  they allowed such p r i v a t e  
f a c i l i t i e s  o r  a c t i v i t i e s  and t h e  b a s i s  each used when es tab l i sh ing  fees.  
O n - s i t e  p r o j e c t  reviews a d  interviews of Corps managers were corducted t o  
a s s i s t  i n  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of p o t e n t i a l  problems and t o  a s s e s s  impacts of any 
f e e  increases. A ques t ionnaire  was developed a d  s e n t  t o  a l l  Corps p r o j e c t s  
where lakeshore use permits  a r e  issued. The ques t ionnaire  gathered 
information on permit s t a t u s ,  types  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  p e m i  t t e d  , a d n i n i s t r a t i v e  
a c t i o n s  required ,  c o s t s ,  revenues and f e e s  a t  c a m e r c i a l  f a c i l i t i e s .  The 
Corps' Waterways Experiment S t a t i o n  i n  Vicksburg , Mississ ippi ,  ass imi la ted  
d a t a  and acted in  a resource  support  c a p c i t y .  

FINDINGS 

No defendable d a t a  *re a v a i l a b l e  from other  public agencies o r  p r i v a t e  
e n t i t i e s  f o r  use i n  determinirq fees. Lakeshore use permits  a r e  being issued 

- a t  100 Corps projec ts .  There a r e  c u r r e n t l y  38,523 lakeshore use permits  with 
an average tern of 3.81 years. The c u r r e n t  annual revenue f ran  lakeshore use 
prmits is $244,558 and t h e  t o t a l  annual c o s t  of administering t h e  program is 
approximately $3,600,000. Average fees  f o r  var ious  c a t e g o r i e s  of  moorage a t  
canmercial marinas on Corps p r o j e c t s  were a l s o  obtained. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The following a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  lakeshore use p m i t  fees here examined. 

a. Continue t h e  c u r r e n t  fee of $30 f o r  a f i v e  year permit. 
b. Increase f e e s  t o  recover a l l  admin i s t ra t ive  c o s t s  which would r e s u l t  

i n  a f e e  of  $480.00 f o r  a f i v e  year pennit.  
c. Increase f e e s  t o  recover e s s e n t i a l l y  a 1  1 admin i s t ra t ive  c o s t s .  
d. Charge only  a f a i r  market value fee. 
e. Increase f e e s  t o  recover a l l  adminis t ra t ive  c o s t s  based on a f a i r  

market value fee. 



CONCLUSIONS 

a. Current revenues frcxn lakeshore use ~ermits a r e  no t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
recover t h e  c o s t  of  atfninistering t h e  prqram.  

b. Information obtained in  response to the  quest ionnaire  and from t h e  
NRMS, were t h e  most appropr ia te  sources o f  d a t a  ava i l ab le  f o r  use in 
es tab l i sh ing  fees. 

c. Fees should be  increased to  e s s e n t i a l l y  cover the  c o s t  of  
adn in i s te r ing  t h e  prqram.  

d. Fee increases  should be defendable and equitable.  
e. I f  a f a i r  market value to  t he  permittee is es tab l i shed ,  it should be  

based on a reasonable proxy t o  the  f ee s  a t  commercial marinas f o r  
f l oa t i ng  f a c i l i t i e s  o f  s imi la r  s i ze .  

f .  A staggered phase-in of t h e  program would be s t  b e  accomplished by 
assess ing new fees  upon t h e  exp i ra t ion  of ex i s t ing  permits. 

REOMMENDAT IONS 

Fees f o r  all  f l oa t i ng  f a c i l i t i e s  should be  $480 f o r  a f i v e  year 
permit. Fees f o r  vegeta t ion modificat ion should b e  $240 fo r  a f i v e  
year permit. S ix ty  ,wrcent of t h e  c o s t  would be  f i r s t  year co s t  fo r  
permit issuance and 40% for  subsequent inspections. (Al te rna t ive  c) . 
Fees f o r  prmit mcdif ica t ions  t h a t  provide fo r  any hor izonta l  
expansion t o  f a c i l i t i e s / a c t i v i t i e s  o r  increase t h e  nunber of  
f a c i l i t i e s / a c t i v i  ties, should be assessed an add i t iona l  50% of t he  
t o t a l  permit fee. (Al ternat ive  c) . 
Fees should be increased upon expira t ion of ex i s t i ng  prmits o r  when 
issuing new permits. 
No f ee s  should be assessed based on f a i r  market value. (Al ternat ives  
d and e) . 



APPENDIX B 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
-OFFICE OF THEASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE D I R E C T O R  OF CIVIL WORKS 

SUBJECT: ~ a k e s i A r e  Management F e e  S t u d y  

i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  y o u r  memorandum o f  March 2 ,  1987 ,  
s u b j e c t  a s  above .  

k The s u b j e c t  s t u d y  was a n ' j e x c e l l e n t  e f f o r t ,  and  y o u r  
s t a f f  p r o v i d e d  m e  w i t h  a n  o u t s t a n d i n g  b r i e f i n g  c o n c e r n i n g  i t  
a n d  t h e  i s s u e s  i n v o l v e d .  A l l  t h o s e  i n v o l v e d  s h o u l d  b e  
commended. A s  I i n d i c a t e d  a t  t h e  b r i e f i n g ,  I b e l i e v e  i t  is 
i m p o r t a n t  t o  o u r  p rog ram t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  o u r  
p r o j e c t s  so t h e  N a t i o n ' s  t a x p a y e r s  c a n  e n j o y  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  
a n d  see t h e i r  v a l u e .  A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  i f  some i n d i v i d u a l s  
b e n e f i t  f i n a n c i a l l y  f r om o u r  p r o j e c t s  more  t h a n  t h e  g e n e r a l  
p u b l i c ,  t h e  Government  s h o u l d  s h a r e  i n  t h o s e  b e n e f i t s .  A t  a 
minimum, w e  s h o u l d  r e c o v e r  t h e  c o s t  i n v o l v e d  i n  p e r m i t t i n g  
t h o s e  b e n e f i t s .  I f  w e  d o  n o t  r e c o v e r  t h o s e  c o s t s ,  i t  wguld 
seem i n a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  u s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a p o l i c y  t o  p e r m i t  a n y  
a d d e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o r  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  amount  o f  l a k e s h o r e  
a l l o c a t e d  t o  l i m i t e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  a s  my memorandum o f  May 1, 
1 9 8 6 ,  d i r e c t e d .  C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  I b e l i e v e  i t  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  u s  
t o  imp lemen t  t h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  o f  t h e  s t u d y  c o m m i t t e e .  

I m p l e m e n t i n g  t h e  f e e  s c h e d u l e  recommended is l i k e l y  t o  
b e  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  'and t o  b r i n g  c h a r g e s  t h a t  o u r  p e r m i t t i n g  
p rog ram i s  t o o  e x t e n s i v e  and  o v e r l y  e x p e n s i v e .  C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  
I would l i k e  you t o  r e v i e w  t h e  c o m p o n e n t s  o f  o u r  p e r m i t t i n g  
a n d  i n s p e c t i o n  p rog ram t o  i n s u r e  i t  i s  b e i n g  a c c o m p l i s h e d  
m o s t  e f f i c i e n t l y  and c a n  b e  d e f e n d e d  a g a i n s t  c r i t i c s .  P l e a s e  
p r o v i d e  an  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  c o m p o n e n t s  ( r e v i e w  o f  
p l a n s ,  i n s p e c t i o n ,  = i n o n i t o r i n g ,  etc.) o f  t h e  p rog ram,  w h i c h  
i n c l u d e s  a n  a v e r a g e  estimated c o s t  p e r  p e r m i t  o f  e a c h  compo- 
n e n t ,  o p t i o n s  and  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  c h a n g e s  t o  r e d u c e  
t h e  c o s t s ,  and  l e g a l  o r  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  a r g u m e n t s  s u p p o r t i n g  
t h e  need  f o r  t h e  component .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  p l e a s e  p r o v i d e  m e ,  b y  A p r i l  30 ,  1 9 8 7 ,  a  
s c h e d u l e  f o r  i m p l e m e n t i n g  t h i s  f s e  s c h e d u l e  and  f o r  p u b l i s h -  
i n g  t h e  r e v i s e d  L a k e s h o r e  ~ a n a g e m e n t  R e g u l a t i o n  a s  d e s c r i b e d  
i n  my memorandum o f  May 1, 1986.  

A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  o f  t h e  Army 
( C i v i l  Works) 



Missouri River Divis ion 
Michael Carey, Chief ,  

South A t l a n t i c  Divis ion 
Brad Keshlear , Chief, 

APPENDIX C 

L i s t  of Task Force Members ---- 

Plans and P o l i c i e s  Section,  Kansas Ci ty  District 

Recreation and Programming Sect ion 

Southwestern Divis ion 
Ear l  Groves, Outdoor Recreation Planner, Tulsa District 



APPENDIX D 

DIVISION DISTRICT PRO J E T  

Lakeshore Managenent 
Permit Process Study 

Survey 
May 1987 

The Ass i s t an t  Secre tary  o f  t h e  Army ( C i v i l  Works) requested t h e  Corps of  
Engineers t o  develop a new f e e  schedule f o r  lakeshore use permits,  From June 
through Decenber o f  1986, a s tudy on lakeshore use permit f e e s  was performed 
by a ca-rrnittee comprised o f  e i g h t  Corps of Engineers personnel. In Ju ly  1986, 
t h i s  canmi ttee s e n t  ques t ionnaires  t o  a1 1 p r o j e c t s  where lakeshore  managenent 
a c t i v i t i e s  e x i s t ,  The d a t a  from these  ques t ionnaires  was analyzed ard 
provides t h e  b a s i s  f o r  a new f e e  schedule. 

Additional information is needed which w i l l :  

1. Ensure t h e  lakeshore managenent p r m i t  process is being accanpl ished 
in  t h e  most e f f i c i e n t  manner poss ib le ,  

2. I d e n t i f y  t h e  average estimated c o s t  per p r m i t  f o r  performing the  
var ious  t a sks  associa ted  with t h e  permitt ing process. 

3. Suggest changes, a d d i t i o n s  o r  d e l e t i o n s  t o  p r m i t t i n g  process t a sks  
t h a t  could reduce t h e  goverments  c o s t ,  

To ob ta in  t h i s  add i t iona l  information, a three person t a sk  f o r c e  has been 
assenbled t o  c o l l e c t  ard analyze t h e  d a t a  •’ran t h i s  survey. This survey 
con ta ins  three par t s .  P a r t s  I and I1 a r e  t o  b e  completed by t h e  Pro jec t  
Manager f o r  each p ro jec t  i d e n t i f i e d  on t h e  a t tached list, P a r t  I11 of  t h i s  -- -- - 
survey is t o  b e  canpleted by each d i s t r i c t  and d i v i s i o n  o f f i c e ,  



Permit  P roces s  S tudy  Survey 
P a r t  I 

(To b e  completed by P r o j e c t )  

The a t t a c h e d  P r o j e c t  list i n d i c a t e s  t h e  ave rage  t i m e  (minutes)  t h e  P r o j e c t  - 

s p n d s  i n  an  ave rage  yea r  f o r  each  pe rmi t ,  f o r  each p r o j e c t  t h a t  c o m p l e t d  a  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i n  J u l y  o f  1986. The " t o t a l  o f  t h e  ave rage  t ime  per permit"  
column of  P a r t  I o f  t h i s  survey  should  e q u a l  t h e  t i m e  i nd i ca t ed  on t h e  
a t t a c h e d  P r o j e c t  list. 

The Fee Study Comnit tee  i d e n t i f i e d  e l even  b a s i c  t a s k s  which comprise t h e  
l a k e s h o r e  p e r m i t t i n g  process .  These e l even  t a s k s  may n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  b e  
performed a t  a l l  p r o j e c t s ,  s i n c e  some t a s k s  may b e  performed s imul taneous ly ,  
i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  sequence o r  may n o t  b e  perforined a t  a l l .  

Review t h e  fo l lowing  e l even  t a s k s  and i n  t h e  cor responding  space ,  i n d i c a t e  t h e  
average  t i m e ,  per ,pernit ,  s p e n t  performing each  t a s k .  I f  you d o  n o t  perform 
t h e  t a s k ,  l e a v e  t h e  space  b lank .  I f  t h e r e  a r e  a d d i t i o n a l  t a s k s  you ,perform 
t h a t  a r e - n o t  inc luded  on t h i s  list, add t h e  t a s k  a long  wi th  a  b r i e f  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  t a s k ,  e x p l a i n  why t h e  t a s k  is performed, and t h e  ave rage  
amount t i m e  s p e n t  per permi t  performing t h e  t a s k .  

Avg. t i m e  
&per ,permit 
(minutes)  

1. min. 

2. min. 

3. min. 

4. n i n .  

Task - Desc r ip t i on  

Inqu i ry  Phone, letter o r  walk-in by a  p o t e n t i a l  
a w l  i c a n t  . 

I n v e s t i g a t i o n  Records,  f i l e s  and maps a r e  reviewed a t  
t h e  p r o j e c t  o f f i c e  t o  de t e rmine  t h e  
approximate l o c a t i o n  where t h e  pe rmi t  is 
reques ted  and any s p e c i a l  c o r d i t i o n s  
t h a t  should  b e  cons idered .  

Schedule  An appointment  is scheduled f o r  p r o j e c t  
Appo i n  tmen t personnel  t o  m e e t  on site wi th  t h e  

,=mi t a p p l  i c a n t .  

illeet o n - s i t e  A t  t h i s  meet ing wi th  t h e  permi t  
a p p l i c a n t ,  l akesho re  d e s i g n a t i o n  is 
confirmed t o  e n s u r e  t h e  reques ted  
a c t i v i t y / f a c i l i t y  can  b e  a p p r o v d .  The 
s i te l o c a t i o n  and water  c o r d i t i o n s  a r e  
eva lua t ed .  Regu la t i ons  a r e  expla ined  
a r d  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  is g iven  a  pe rmi t  
a p p l  i c a t  ion.  



Avg . t i m e  
per permit 
(minutes)  

5. min. 

6. min. 

7. min. 

8. min. 

9. min. 

10. min. 

11. min. 

Task - 

Receive an3 review 
a p p l  i c a t i o n ,  
p l a n s ,  an3  
s p e c i f i c a t i o n .  

L e t t e r  t o  
a p p l  i c a n t  

Pos t  Ins,oect ion 

Approve & m a i l  

P l ace  ,oermit t a g  
on f a c i l i t y  

Perform r o u t i n e  
i n s p e c t i o n s  

Cancel/Rei s s u e  

D e s c r i p t i o n  

Check o r  money o r d e r  is rece ived .  
P l ans ,  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  an3 
a p p l  i c a t  i ons  review. 

L e t t e r  is s e n t  t o  a p p l i c a n t  i d e n t i f y i n g  
a d d i t i o n a l  in format ion  r e q u i r e d ,  g i v i n g  
n o t i c e  t o  proceed i f  t h e  a p p l  i c a  t ion  
informat ion  is complete ,  o r  t h e  
a w l  i c a t i o n  is denied .  

When t h e  f a c i l i t y / a c t i v i t y  is completed 
by t h e  a p p l i c a n t ,  i t  is inspec ted  f o r  
compliance by p r o j e c t  personnel .  I f  n o t  
i n  compliance,  changes a r e  reques ted  an3 . 
a r e i n s p e c t i o n  is scheduled.  

The permi t  is approved an3  t h e  pe rmi t  
a p p r o v d  a p p l i c a t i o n  is mailed t o  t h e  
pe rmi t t ee .  

The permi t  t a g  is placed on t h e  
,prrni t ted f a c i l i t y  by  Ranger o r  
permi ttee. 

The f a c i l i t i e s / a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  r o u t i n e l y  
inspec ted  throughout  t h e  term of  t h e  
,permit. 

The pe rmi t  is c a n c e l l e d  o r  r e i s sued .  

In  t h e  spces below, i d e n t i f y  any a d d i t i o n a l  t a s k s ,  t h e i r  d e s c r i p t i o n  an3 
a s s o c i a t e d  t i m e  f o r  any t a s k s  n o t  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  1-11 above. For each t a s k  
added, e x p l a i n  why t h e  t a s k  is ,nerfomed. 

Avg. t i m e  
Per  Perinit  
(minutes)  Other  Tasks c e s c r i p t i o n  - & J u s t i f i c a t i o n  -- 
12. min. 



Avg. t i m e  
Per  P e m i  t 
(minutes)  Other  Tasks -- D e s c r i p t i o n  J u s t i f i c a t i o n  

13. min. 

14. min. 

-15. min. 

min. T o t a l  T o t a l  t h e  minutes  f o r  t a s k s  1-15 
Note: Th i s  t o t a l  amount should 
equa l  t h e  amount shown on t h e  
a t t a c h e d  P r o j e c t  list. 



permit Process Study 
Par t  I1 

(To be  completed by P r o j e c t  Manager) 

In your opinion,  which of  t h e  t a s k s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Pa r t  I can b e  consol ida ted ,  
modified, o r  de le ted  t h a t  w i l l  reduce t h e  amount o f  t i m e  spen t  on each permit 
and thus  reduce cos t s .  P lease  exp la in  t h e  r a t i o n a l  f o r  your suggest ions.  



Division District 

PERMIT PROCESS STUDY SURW 
PART I11 

(To be completed by District & Division off  ices) 
(Only one copy per d iv i s ion  or d i s t r i c t )  

What is t h e  estimated average annual cos t  for  hired labor (base r a t e )  i n  your 
District /Division o f f i c e  for  providing Support t o  the  P ro j ec t ' s  lakeshore 
management program? Also, i d i c a t e  your current  ~ i s t r i c t / ~ i v i s i o n  o f f i c e  
overhead r a t e .  

A. Estimated annual Base Labor Cost (DO NOT INCLUDE "EFFECTIVE RATE" o r  
OVERHEAD COSTS IN THIS FIGURE): $ 

B. Current Division/District  overhead Rate: 3 

C. Explain t he  ra t iona le ,  need, l ega l  o r  policy reasons for  performing 
each of the  tasks l i s t e d  on p a r t  I  & I1 of t h i s  survey a s  s u h i t t e d  by the  
pro jec t s  within your Division/Districts.  



APPENDIX E 

STUDY PROCEDURES 

E-1. The Task Force. A task force was established in April 1987 consist ing --- 
of representatives frcan divis ions  where s ign i f ican t  lakeshore manag anent 
a c t i v i t i e s  and f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  permitted. A list of manbers is a t  Appendix C. 

E-2. Review of Existing - Data. Existing da ta ,  which consisted of t h e  
Lakeshore Plan=ent Fee Study Report dated June-Decenber 1986 ard a l l  of the  
working papers associated with its preparation, were reviewed. 

E-3. Survey. 

a .  A survey was developed and d is t r ibu ted  to  the  same 94 water resource 
deve lopen t  p ro jec t s  t h a t  were surveyed in 1986. A copy of t h e  survey is a t  
Appendix D. In Part  I of t h e  survey, each project  was furnished the average 
nunber of minutes it spent processing a lakeshore use permit during an average 
year. This f igure  was calculated from data  obtained in the  1986 questionnaire 
using the  following formula: Total No. of hours spent processing permits 
during an average year divided by the  nmber of pe rn i t s  issued a t  t h a t  p ro jec t  
multiplied by 60 minutes per hour. Part  I of t he  survey asked each resource 
manager t o  break down the  average number of minutes it took t o  process a 
lakeshore managanent permit in to  the  eleven permitting process canponents t h a t  
represented the " l i f e  cycle" or term of a permit. The amount of t i m e  
(minutes) i t  took to  perform each canponent to ta l led  the  average t i n e  it took 
to process a permit per year a t  t h a t  project .  Space was provided for  p ro jec t  
input i f  any addit ional canponents beyond the  eleven were ident i f ied.  

b. Part  I1 of the  survey encouraged the resource manager t o  of fe r  
suggestions on ways t o  s t r e m l i n e  the  permit process and thus reduce costs .  

c. Division and District o f f i ce s  were asked to  complete Par t  I11 of t h e  
Survey. Part  I11 asked for  t he  estimated annual base labor c o s t s  for  
providing support t o  the  pro jec t s  lakeshore managenent program, the  District 
o f f i c e  overhead r a t e ,  and the  ra t ionale ,  l ega l ,  or policy reasons for  
,cerforming each of the  eleven tasks l i s t e d  in Part  I of the  survey. This 
information was necessary to  obtain a t rue  estimate of the  adnin is t ra t ive  cos t  
t o  the  Goverment of issuing lakeshore use permits and was not obtained during 
the  1986 survey. 

E-4. Effect ive Rate. In addit ion to  the three p a r t  survey sen t  t o  the  FaA's, 
w e  obtained t h e  l a t e s t  OMB e f f ec t ive  r a t e  for Federal agencies. The r a t e  used 
i n  the  1986 report  was 35.85%. The 1987 revised r a t e  is 29.65%. The 
reduction is due to  t h e  lower f r inge  benef i t  for re t i renent .  The revised 
e f f ec t ive  r a t e  is discussed in d e t a i l  in paragraph G.3. 

E-5. Survey Dist r ibut ion and Returns. The questionnaire d i s t r ibu ted  in 1986 
was sent  t o  100 pro jec t s  ident i f ied in the  Natural Resources Managenent System 
(:4RMS) where lakeshore use permits a r e  issued. During the 1986 study, six of 
t h e  lakes  were found not to  have lakeshore managanent programs. The survey for 
t h i s  study was d i s t r ibu ted  to the ranaining 94 projects .  Eighty-two pro jec t s  
c a n p l e t d  and returned the 1987 survey form for an 87% return ra te .  This is a 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  adequate sample. 


